THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT_ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw

journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.

Paper No.

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte EDWARD E. COBB
SI MON A J. HOLDSWORTH
| AIN S. C. HOUSTON,
and STANLEY A. SM TH

Appeal No. 1997-3429
Appl i cation 08/307, 212!

ON BRI EF

Bef ore KRASS, BARRETT, and GROSS, Adninistrative Patent
Judges.

BARRETT, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

! Application for patent filed Septenber 16, 1994,
entitled "System For Building Optimal Commt Trees In A
Di stributed Transaction Processing System"

15



Appeal No. 1997-3429
Appl i cation 08/ 307, 212

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U. S.C. § 134 from
the final rejection of clains 1-8.
W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The disclosed invention is directed to a system and
nmet hod for reduci ng nessage traffic during a two phase
comm tent protocol in a distributed transaction processing
system Only subordi nate coordi nators that manage
nodi fi abl e or recoverabl e resources (resources that are not
read-only) dynamcally register with the transaction
coordinator, which mnimzes the size of the conmt tree
thereby m nim zing the nunber of nessages transmtted during
conmi t ment processi ng.
Claim1 is reproduced bel ow.
1. A nethod for coordinating resource nodification
transaction requests to reduce nessage traffic in a
conmput er inplenented transaction processing system the
transacti on processing system operating on one or nore
processors each having a plurality of resources that
can be changed by said transaction processing system
t he nethod conprising the steps of:
receiving a transaction request to nodify one or

nore of said plurality of resources and assigning said
transaction a global identifier;
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creating a first coordinator for controlling
nodi fication of said one or nore resources;

importing said transaction request to a plurality
of subordi nate transacti on nanager domai ns contai ni ng
resources, said domains being organized as a hierarchy
of superior and subordi nate transaction manager
domai ns, by creating a subordi nate coordi nator for each
of said domains for controlling nodification of said
one or nore resources in said domain, and encapsul ating
said global identifier, and a reference to a superior
domain to which the subordinate domain is
hierarchically rel ated;

dynam cally registering said subordinate
coordinators with the coordi nator of said superior
domai n only when the subordinate coordinator is
coordinating resources that are nodifiable by a
transacti on;

sending a [sic] transaction nessages from superi or
coordinators only to registered, directly subordinate
coordi nators, thereby reducing nmessage traffic.
The Exam ner relies on the followng prior art:
Lanpson et al. (Lanpson) 5, 335, 343 August 2,
Johnson et al. (Johnson) 5, 390, 302 February 14,

(filed May 13,

Clainms 1-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as

bei ng unpat ent abl e over Johnson and Lanpson.

W refer to the Final Rejection (Paper No. 8) (pages

referred to as "FR__") and the Exam ner's Answer (Paper
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No. 14) (pages referred to as "EA_ ") for a statenent of the
Exam ner's position and to the Appeal Brief (Paper No. 12)
(pages referred to as "Br__") for a statenent of Appellants’
argunent s thereagai nst.

OPI NI ON

The clains are grouped to stand or fall together.
Method claim 1l is anal yzed as representative.

Appel l ants argue that two differences exi st between the
subject matter of claim1 and the prior art of Johnson and
Lanmpson: (1) "dynamcally registering said subordinate
coordinators with the coordi nator of said superior domain
only when the subordi nate coordinator is coordinating
resources that are nodifiable by a transaction"; and
(2) "sending a [sic] transaction nmessages from superi or
coordinators only to registered, directly subordinate
coordi nators, thereby reducing nmessage traffic."

The Examiner adm ts that "Johnson does not state that
nmessages are sent to only subordinate coordinators with
nodi fied [sic, nodifiable] resources” (FR3; EA3) and, thus,

appears to agree that Johnson does not teach the two
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l[imtations. The best statenent of the Exam ner's position
is as follows (EA5-6):

Lanpson et al shows [sic] a subordinate dynamically
registering itself wwth a coordi nator by sending a read
vote (col. 9 line [sic] 64-65). Lanpson states "the
subordi nate who is now known to the coordi nator as
"read-only" does not need to be sent a "commt" or
"abort" nmessage by the coordinator (col. 10 lines 2-6).
The exam ner submts that sending a vote is dynam c and
t he subordi nate bei ng known (or being registered, since
a conputer cannot know) by the coordinator is dynam c.
This registration elimnates further nessages.

Appel I ants argue (Brl12):

Lanpson et al elimnate "commt" nessages to
subordi nates who respond to a "prepare” nessage with a
"read" response. This is not dynamic registration. In
the present invention, a subordinate that is not
regi stered is not even sent the "prepare”
nmessage. . . . The subordi nate coordi nator of the
present invention is dynamcally registered only when
an exported transaction is identified as able to nodify
resources controlled by that subordinate.

Lanpson does not di scl ose or suggest the clained
differences. Wile we agree with the Exam ner that the
"Read" vote causes dynam c registration of the subordinate
as "read-only,"” this is contrary to the express claim

| anguage. Claim1 recites "dynam cally reqgistering said

subordi nate coordi nators with the coordi nator of said

superior domain only when the subordinate coordinator is

coordinating resources that are nodifiable by a transacti on"
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(enmphasi s added). That is, when the subordinate is

coordi nating "read-only" resources (resources that are not
nodi fi able by a transaction), there is no dynamc

regi stration and no nessage should be sent in response to
the "Prepare"” message to cause registration.

Once the subordinate in Lanpson is registered as
"read-only," no "commt" or "abort" nessage is sent to that
subordinate. This is contrary to the I[imtation of "sending
a [sic] transaction nmessages from superior coordinators only
to registered, directly subordinate coordi nators, thereby
reduci ng nessage traffic" because the "read-only"
subordi nate has regi stered according to the Exam ner's
interpretation and yet is not sent any nessages. Wile the
result in Lanpson is simlar to the disclosed invention in
that "read-only" subordinates are not sent certain nmessages,
the clained protocol is different. There is no need for the
coordi nator to keep track of "read-only" subordinates in the
cl ai mred net hod because "read-only" subordi nates are never

regi st ered.
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For the reason stated above, we conclude that the

Exam ner has failed to establish a prinma facie case of

obvi ousness. The rejection of clainms 1-8 is reversed.

REVERSED
ERROL A. KRASS )
Adm ni strative Pat ent Judge )
)
)
)
) BOARD OF
PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

ANl TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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